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Thursdays, Sep 5 to Dec 5

UC Berkeley will hold an additional meeting Aug 29 

UC Berkeley: 1:30-3:20pm pacific (Simons Institute, Room 116), 
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Instructors:
Ran Canetti (BU CS), Stacey Dogan (BU Law), Aloni Cohen (BU CS & Law)
Shafi Goldwasser (UC Berkeley CS), Frank Partnoy (UC Berkeley Law)

Algorithms - those information-processing machines designed by humans - reach ever
more deeply into our lives, creating alternate and sometimes enhanced manifestations
of social and biological processes. In doing so, algorithms yield powerful levers for good
and ill amidst a sea of unforeseen consequences.   This cross-cutting and
interdisciplinary course investigates several aspects of algorithms and their impact on
society and law. Specifically, the course connects concepts of proof, verifiability, privacy,
security, trust, and randomness in computer science with legal concepts of autonomy,
consent, governance, and liability, and examines interests at the evolving intersection of
technology and the law. Grades will be based on a combination of short weekly
reflection papers and a final project, to be completed collaboratively in mixed teams of
law and computer science students. 

This course consists of weekly meetings during the Fall 2019 semester, to be attended
simultaneously by law and computer science faculty, students and scholars based at
Boston University and UC Berkeley.

Prerequisites
  

For law students: An open mind for computer science and mathematical thinking.  No prior
knowledge of computer science is needed.

For CS students: An open mind for understanding legal thinking and language, as well as the
social aspects of information systems.  Broad understanding of modern computer
systems is expected. While this is primarily a graduate level course, advanced
undergraduate students may enroll after receiving permission from the local CS
instructor.  

For other students: Please contact one of the instructors.



Piazza site for the class
Please sign up to the piazza site for the class: █████████████ Piazza will be used for
communications and as a discussion forum.

Course requirements
1. Readings for each class session will be posted on the course website. Students

should read these materials before class and should come to class prepared to
discuss them. 

2. Over the course of the semester, students will complete 3 short projects in
mixed law/cs teams of 3-4 students (with each team including at least one law
and one cs student). Because one of the goals of this course is to develop your
skills at communicating across disciplines, you should seek out as many different
teammates as possible; at the very least, you must ensure that you don’t
complete more than one short project with the exact same team. These projects
will focus on one of the many “tough nuts” that we will explore in this course.
The team should prepare a paper that identifies a “tough nut” and suggests a
legal, technological, and/or mixed legal/technological response. The topic for
the first short assignment will be specified by the course instructors; student
teams will choose topics for the second and third assignments. Teams must
submit these papers on the dates listed on the syllabus.
Scribing.  Each class will be assigned a pair of scribes (preferably from two
different disciplines). The scribes will prepare a high-quality account of the
material taught in the class, along with the discussions, references, and
potentially complementing the lecture with missed material.   The scribe notes
will be revised together with course staff, and will be posted as a public record
of the course.  First draft of the scribe notes is due within a week of the lecture.
Scribes will be exempt from one of the short homeworks.  A sign-up sheet for
scribe notes █████████████

3. Mixed 3-4 person teams will also complete a final project, consisting of a
2500-3500 word paper, as well as an in-class presentation by team members.
(For this project, it’s fine to work with the same team as you did on one of your
short projects.) The team may choose to further develop one of their “tough
nut” topics, or may address a new topic relating to the intersection between
algorithms, social values, and legal governance questions.

NOTE: [Optional]. Students interested in further developing their projects into a
more substantial (and potentially publishable) work are welcome to discuss
their goals with one of the course faculty. Faculty members may supervise a
limited number of such projects as independent/directed study projects in the
spring semester 2020. 



Tentative list of lectures
1. 8/25 [Only Berkeley] 

2. 9/5 Introduction:  A brief primer to law and legal thinking.  A brief introduction to
computer science and algorithmic thinking.   An introduction to the topics covered
in the class.

Module I: Algorithms and  the social fabric: Speech, harm, privacy, bias
(CS tools and concepts:  Machine Learning, Bias)

Module #1 Assignment
California Senate Bill 10 eliminates money bail and establishes a new procedure for determining
whether people accused of crimes should be released between the time of their arrest and
arraignment. Under this new procedure, each court must establish a division or program called
“Pretrial Assessment Services,” which gathers information and provides reports to help judges
decide whether a defendant is a risk to the public or is likely to return to court before trial if
released. In conducting its risk assessment, Pretrial Assessment Services is required to use an
algorithm-based “validated risk assessment tool,” selected from a list of such tools approved by
California’s Judicial Council. These tools will likely include algorithms created by private parties. 

The Judicial Council has asked for your advice in approaching the task of soliciting and approving
risk assessment tools, as well as recommended ways for how to use these tools in the decision
process . Write a 750-1000 word memo to the Judicial Council advising them about the potential
benefits and costs of using algorithms for these purposes. Your memo should address any
problems you think might arise from private parties using algorithms to assess risks, as well as
any steps that the Judicial Council and/or Pretrial Assessment Services can use to avoid (or
minimize) these problems. Please include a list of questions to ask private parties who submit
bids to have their tools included on the list of validated risk assessment tools.
 
Recommended Reading:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/pretrial.htm
https://epic.org/algorithmic-transparency/crim-justice/

3. 9/12 Machine learning algorithms: Their operation and their uses.  The power in
aggregating information. Interpretability. 

Readings:
● All students: Frankle & Ohm, Machine Learning (this is a chapter from a

textbook, “Computer Science for Lawyers”). Skip Sections 18.2.3 and 18.3.2,
and the red-highlighted material. Depending on background, CS students
may find this material very familiar.

● CS students: Orin Kerr, How to Read a Legal Opinion
● All students: State v. Loomis, 881 N.W.2d 749 (Wis. 2016). Begin reading on

p. 752. Read paragraphs 1-101, and 123-29 (concurring opinion).
● All students: "COMPAS decision tree.txt" and "COMPAS decision tree.png"

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB10
https://www.courts.ca.gov/pretrial.htm
https://epic.org/algorithmic-transparency/crim-justice/


4. 9/19 Prediction algorithms and bias in society and law. Explainability and
Understandability of ML algorithms.
Readings:
● All students: Deborah Hellman, What is Discrimination?  plenary talk at FAT*

2018.  Available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qomsX8ZvvIY
● All: Barocas & Selbst, Big Data's Disparate Impact. Parts 1 and 2 (37 pages)
● All: Kleinberg, Mullainathan, & Raghavan, Inherent Trade-Offs in the Fair

Determination of Risk Scores. Section 1 (8 pages).

Additional Resources:
● Dwork, Hardt, Pitassi, Reingold, & Zemel, Fairness Through Awareness.
● Peter Westen, The Empty Idea of Equality.  Harvard Law Review, Vol. 95, No.

3 (Jan., 1982), pp. 537-596. Section 1. 

5. 9/26 Introduction to the ways in which we as individuals and citizens are affected by
various uses of algorithms on social media and public platforms.  Social and legal
responsibilities of platforms owners (e.g. FB, Google)  and users. 

                Readings:
● All students: Daphne Keller, Internet Platforms: Observations on Speech,

Danger, and Money (Hoover Institution Aegis Series Paper No. 1807),
available
at https://www.hoover.org/sites/default/files/research/docs/keller_webread
ypdf_final.pdf (pp. 1-28)

● All students: Ellen P. Goodman & Ryan Whittington, Section 230 of the
Communications Decency Act and the Future of Online Speech (German
Marshall Fund, 2019),
at  http://www.gmfus.org/publications/section-230-communications-decenc
y-act-and-future-online-speech?utm_source=Facebook&utm_medium=Social

 
Additional resources:

● Danielle Citron & Benjamin Wittes, The Internet Will Not Break: Denying
Bad Samaritans § 230 Liability, 86 Fordham L. Rev. 401 (2017),
at https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5435&cont
ext=flr

● Dawn Nunziato, The Marketplace of Ideas Online, 94 Notre Dame L. Rev.
1519 (2019),
at https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4844&con
text=ndlr

● Julie Cohen, Internet Utopianism and the Practical Inevitability of Law,
18 Duke Law & Tech. Rev. 85 (2019),
at https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1343&c
ontext=dltr

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qomsX8ZvvIY
https://www.hoover.org/sites/default/files/research/docs/keller_webreadypdf_final.pdf
https://www.hoover.org/sites/default/files/research/docs/keller_webreadypdf_final.pdf
https://www.hoover.org/sites/default/files/research/docs/keller_webreadypdf_final.pdf
http://www.gmfus.org/publications/section-230-communications-decency-act-and-future-online-speech?utm_source=Facebook&utm_medium=Social
http://www.gmfus.org/publications/section-230-communications-decency-act-and-future-online-speech?utm_source=Facebook&utm_medium=Social
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5435&context=flr
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5435&context=flr
https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4844&context=ndlr
https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4844&context=ndlr
https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1343&context=dltr
https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1343&context=dltr
https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1343&context=dltr


● Matthew Sag, Internet Safe Harbors and the Transformation of Copyright
Law, 93 Notre Dame L. Rev. 499 (2017),
at http://ndlawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2017-Internet-
Safe-Harbors-and-the-Transformation-of-Copyright-Law.pdf
 
On deplatforming:

● Angela Chen, Cloudflare dropping 8chan helps fight hate even if
8chan comes back, Technology Review, Aug. 6, 2019, at
 https://www.technologyreview.com/s/614081/cloudflare-8chan-
deplatforming-hate-speech-online-extremism-politics/

● Declan McCullagh, Deplatforming is a Dangerous Game, Reason,
Feb. 2019, at https://reason.com/2019/01/20/deplatforming/

● Cloudflare’s explanation for decisions to cut services for 8chan
(https://blog.cloudflare.com/terminating-service-for-8chan/) 
and Daily Stormer
(https://blog.cloudflare.com/why-we-terminated-daily-stormer/)

 
On the EU approach to regulating online content:

Terrorism:
● EU proposed regulation on preventing dissemination of

terrorist content online:
● https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-politi

cal/files/soteu2018-preventing-terrorist-content-o
nline-regulation-640_en.pdf

● https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-5561
_en.htm

Concerns and commentary:
● https://blog.mozilla.org/netpolicy/2018/11/21/the-eu-ter

rorist-content-regulation-a-threat-to-the-ecosystem-and-o
ur-users-rights/

● https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnum
ber=8405019

Misinformation and illegal content:
● https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/illegal-cont

ent-online-platforms
● https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/code

-practice-disinformation (Code linked at bottom)

Short assignment #1 due by midnight on Monday, September 30.

Module  II: The right to privacy:  Secrecy vs. Utility and  Accountability

http://ndlawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2017-Internet-Safe-Harbors-and-the-Transformation-of-Copyright-Law.pdf
http://ndlawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2017-Internet-Safe-Harbors-and-the-Transformation-of-Copyright-Law.pdf
https://www.technologyreview.com/s/614081/cloudflare-8chan-deplatforming-hate-speech-online-extremism-politics/
https://www.technologyreview.com/s/614081/cloudflare-8chan-deplatforming-hate-speech-online-extremism-politics/
https://reason.com/2019/01/20/deplatforming/
https://blog.cloudflare.com/terminating-service-for-8chan/
https://blog.cloudflare.com/why-we-terminated-daily-stormer/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/soteu2018-preventing-terrorist-content-online-regulation-640_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/soteu2018-preventing-terrorist-content-online-regulation-640_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/soteu2018-preventing-terrorist-content-online-regulation-640_en.pdf
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-5561_en.htm
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-5561_en.htm
https://blog.mozilla.org/netpolicy/2018/11/21/the-eu-terrorist-content-regulation-a-threat-to-the-ecosystem-and-our-users-rights/
https://blog.mozilla.org/netpolicy/2018/11/21/the-eu-terrorist-content-regulation-a-threat-to-the-ecosystem-and-our-users-rights/
https://blog.mozilla.org/netpolicy/2018/11/21/the-eu-terrorist-content-regulation-a-threat-to-the-ecosystem-and-our-users-rights/
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=8405019
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=8405019
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/illegal-content-online-platforms
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/illegal-content-online-platforms
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/code-practice-disinformation
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/code-practice-disinformation


(CS tools and concepts: Zero-Knowledge proofs, Computation on Private Data,
Differential Privacy)

Module #2 Assignment
Identify a question / problem with a legal component that can be solved / addressed /
informed using [an understanding of] of one or some of the technologies discussed in
this module (i.e., computing over encrypted data, zero knowledge, reconstruction
attacks, differential privacy). The question should present some sort of challenge---it
shouldn't be clear cut, legally nor technically. Present the question, the challenge, and
how the challenge might be addressed. A good question will require computer science
students to explain to their partners the relevant technology to the extent needed to
understand the challenges and proposed approaches.
At most 5 pages, double spaced. Due date: On or before Monday, 10/28 , 11:59pm PST.
Example topics
These examples are drawn from the class material or additional readings. You can start
with one of these or go with something else that interests you. Each example is rich
with sub-questions which would make a good topic for this assignment.

● US Census: 2010 reconstruction attack, Title 13, statistical disclosure control,
and differential privacy for 2020. 

● Accountability of algorithms: Can MPC, ZK, etc. be used to address issues of
algorithmic accountability (e.g., from last module).

● Privacy & oversight using cryptography. One example: Student Right to Know
Before You Go Act and MPC

● CA Consumer Privacy Act definitions of "personal information," "deidentified
information," "aggregate information," "unique identifiers," and "probabilistic
identifiers." What does it get right? What does it get wrong? What does it
imply?

● Article 29 Working Party Opinion on Anonymization Techniques: What does it
get right? What does it get wrong? What does it imply?

6. 10/3 Computing on Encrypted data and  Multi-Party Computation technology as a
way to collaborate even in presence of regulations such as HIPPA. Applications and
legal issues. 

Reading:
● All: Educause Review, NAICU Commends the Student Right to Know Before You

Go Act for Inclusion of Technology Requirements - and follow the links to the
proposed bills, noting the references to multi-party computation.  

● All: Evans, Kolesnikov, and Rosulek, "A Pragmatic Introduction to Secure
Multi-Party Computation." Chapter 1. http://securecomputation.org/

● Law students:  What Is Secure Multiparty Computation? - watch the video and
follow all links.

https://er.educause.edu/blogs/2018/8/naicu-commends-the-student-right-to-know-before-you-go-act-for-inclusion-of-technology-requirements
https://er.educause.edu/blogs/2018/8/naicu-commends-the-student-right-to-know-before-you-go-act-for-inclusion-of-technology-requirements
http://securecomputation.org/
https://www.bu.edu/articles/2019/secure-multiparty-computation/


● CS students: Ben-Or, Goldwasser, Wigderson, "Completeness theorems for
non-cryptographic fault-tolerant distributed computation" pp 1-4½. [link]  

7. 10/10 Legal issues involving personal data 
● Why do we worry about access to/use of personal data? 
● The relationship between these goals and existing laws designed to protect

data. 
Reading: 
● Paul Ohm, Broken Promises of Privacy: Responding to the Surprising Failure of

Anonymization, 57 UCLA L. Rev. 1701 (2010). You should all read pp 1701-45 (it’s
not as long as it looks; law review articles have lots of footnotes which you need
not read). You may skim the rest.

● Matt Burgess, What is GDPR?, Wired, Jan 21, 2019.
● Future of Privacy Forum, Comparing Privacy Laws: GDPR v. CCPA Read the

introduction and browse the headings, to get a sense of some of the similarities
and differences between California and the EU’s approaches to privacy
regulation. 

Additional Resources:
● Danielle Keats Citron, The Privacy Policymaking of State Attorneys General, 92

Notre Dame L. Rev.747 (2016)
● Detailed information on the EU’s GDPR, including the text of the regulation, can

be found here
● JDSupra, California CCPA Amendment Update: Here’s What Passed

  
8. 10/17 Anonymization, attacks, differential privacy. Ad model, the US Census 2020.

Reading:
● All: John M. Abowd, "The U.S. Census Bureau Tries to be a Good Data Steward in

the 21st Century." 8:16-22:00. [link] 
● All: U.S. Code Title 13, Section 9(a) [link]
● Law Students: Wood et al. "Differential Privacy: A Primer for a Non-Technical

Audience." Sections I-III (pp 209-232). [link]
● CS Students: Dwork and Roth, "Algorithmic Foundations of Differential Privacy."

Chapter 2 (pp 11-27). [link]

Additional Resources
● NY Times, "To Reduce Privacy Risks, the Census Plans to Report Less Accurate

Data" [link]
● Dinur and Nissim, "Revealing Information while Preserving Privacy." [link]
● Nissim and Wood, "Is Privacy Privacy" [link]
● Nissim et al, "Bridging the Gap Between Computer Science and Legal

Approaches to Privacy" [link]

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.116.2968&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.uclalawreview.org/pdf/57-6-3.pdf
https://www.uclalawreview.org/pdf/57-6-3.pdf
https://www.wired.co.uk/article/what-is-gdpr-uk-eu-legislation-compliance-summary-fines-2018
https://fpf.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/GDPR_CCPA_Comparison-Guide.pdf
https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4693&context=ndlr
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/justice-and-fundamental-rights/data-protection/2018-reform-eu-data-protection-rules_en
https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/california-ccpa-amendment-update-here-s-82721/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R_8riuhIw-4&feature=youtu.be&t=496
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/13/9
http://www.jetlaw.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/4_Wood_Final.pdf
https://www.cis.upenn.edu/~aaroth/Papers/privacybook.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/05/upshot/to-reduce-privacy-risks-the-census-plans-to-report-less-accurate-data.html
http://www.cse.psu.edu/~ads22/privacy598/papers/dn03.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3255646
https://jolt.law.harvard.edu/assets/articlePDFs/v31/02.-Article-Wood-7.21.pdf


● Article 29 Data Protection Working Party, "Opinion 05/2014 on Anonymisation
Techniques" [link]

● Cohen and Nissim, "Towards Formalizing the GDPR's Notion of Singling Out"
[preprint, talk]

● Cohen and Nissim, "Linear Program Reconstruction in Practice" [preprint]
● Asghar and Kaafar, "Averaging Attacks on Bounded Perturbation Algorithms"

[link]
● Ruggles, Finch, Magnuson, Schroeder, "Differential Privacy and Census Data:

Implications for Social and Economic Research." [link]

9. 10/24 Accountability and verification over hidden data. Zero Knowledge proofs.
 Applications: Secret courts, Financial audits. Legal Issues.

Required Reading:
● Both CS & Law students: (11 pages + a video)

1. Physical ZK, Sections 1 &
2 https://www.iacr.org/archive/crypto2014/86160292/86160292.pdf

2. Nuclear ZK, pages 1-5. https://www.boazbarak.org/Papers/nuclear-zk.pdf
3. Practical Accountability of Secret Processes,

video: https://www.usenix.org/conference/usenixsecurity18/presentation/f
rankie 

4. Public Accountability vs Secret Laws: Section
1, https://eprint.iacr.org/2018/664.pdf

● CS Students (33 pages):
1. Goldwasser, Micali,

Rackoff: https://people.csail.mit.edu/silvio/Selected%20Scientific%20Pape
rs/Proof%20Systems/The_Knowledge_Complexity_Of_Interactive_Proof_S
ystems.pdf

2. Goldreich's chapter on Zero Knowledge, Section 9.2-9.2.2 (p 411- 422)
: http://www.wisdom.weizmann.ac.il/~oded/CC/x9.pdf

● Law Students (40 pages)
1. Accountable Algorithms, Parts 1 and

2 https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2765268

Additional Resources:
● Stephen W Smith, "Gagged, Sealed & Delivered: Reforming ECPA's Secret

Docket" https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2071399 

Short assignment #2 due on or before Monday, October 28.

Module III: Currency, contracts,  intermediaries:  Autonomy, consent, liability

https://www.pdpjournals.com/docs/88197.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.06009
https://simons.berkeley.edu/talks/tba-62
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.05692
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.06414
http://users.hist.umn.edu/~ruggles/Articles/Privacy.pdf
https://www.iacr.org/archive/crypto2014/86160292/86160292.pdf
https://www.boazbarak.org/Papers/nuclear-zk.pdf
https://www.usenix.org/conference/usenixsecurity18/presentation/frankie
https://www.usenix.org/conference/usenixsecurity18/presentation/frankie
https://eprint.iacr.org/2018/664.pdf
https://people.csail.mit.edu/silvio/Selected%20Scientific%20Papers/Proof%20Systems/The_Knowledge_Complexity_Of_Interactive_Proof_Systems.pdf
https://people.csail.mit.edu/silvio/Selected%20Scientific%20Papers/Proof%20Systems/The_Knowledge_Complexity_Of_Interactive_Proof_Systems.pdf
https://people.csail.mit.edu/silvio/Selected%20Scientific%20Papers/Proof%20Systems/The_Knowledge_Complexity_Of_Interactive_Proof_Systems.pdf
http://www.wisdom.weizmann.ac.il/~oded/CC/x9.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2765268
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2071399


Module #3 Assignment
 
This module addresses legal and technological issues relating to block chains,
cryptocurrencies, automated contract technologies, corporate voting and
financial algorithms. Your team should prepare a paper that identifies one of the
“tough nut” issues relevant to these technologies, and suggests a legal,
technological, and/or mixed legal/technological response. A strong paper will
require insight and analysis from both law and CS perspectives. 
 
At most 1500 words, not including references / footnotes. Due date: On or before
Monday, 11/18, 11:59pm PST. Format: Google Doc.

10. 10/31 Block chains, cryptocurrencies, digital cash, automated contract technology 

11.  11/7 Consent, autonomy, automated contracts, online intermediaries 
● Scott A. McKinney, Rachel Landy, and Rachel Wilka, “Smart Contracts,

Blockchain, and the Next Frontier of Transactional Law”
 http://digital.law.washington.edu/dspace-law/bitstream/handle/1773.1/1818/
13WJLTA313.pdf?uhw4svx 

12.  11/14 Corporate voting; financial algorithms
Required Reading: All PDFs available on Piazza in a .zip file.

● “Business Organizations” excerpts:
● Ch 4, pages 71-83: basics of corporations
● Ch 16, pages 399-402: basics of SH voting
● Ch 26, pages 812-18: basics of securities trading

● “WAIT” excerpt: pages 33-48: high frequency trading
● “Encumbered Shares”: pages 775-81: share voting and economic interests
● “US hedge fund activism”: pages 107, 110-13: Mylan and Telus examples

Short assignment #3 due on or before Monday, November 18.

Student Presentations

13.  11/21 Student presentations

14.  12/05 Student presentations

Final written projects due on or before Friday, December 20.

http://digital.law.washington.edu/dspace-law/bitstream/handle/1773.1/1818/13WJLTA313.pdf?uhw4svx
http://digital.law.washington.edu/dspace-law/bitstream/handle/1773.1/1818/13WJLTA313.pdf?uhw4svx

